
of our desire for an arrested landing on 05R. The BiDi 
was holding, so sufficient power still was being provided 
to maintain the combined-side hydraulic system. But, 
should the BiDi fail, we would lose several functions, 
notably, functional inboard spoilers and we’d only have 
emergency wheelbrakes available. Planning for the 
worst-case scenario, in which the BiDi failed and the 
hook failed to engage the arresting gear, we wanted the 
long runway in front of us. Once on the approach, we 
carefully walked through the “Single-Engine Landing 
Primary Mode,” holding the emergency-flight-hydraulic 
switch for final.

Tower came up on our approach frequency and 
gave us our clearance to trap. Once we were commit-
ted to land, the emergency hyds went to high. My pilot 
brought down the jet, flying the 14-unit-AOA approach 
dictated by the “Single Engine Landing” procedure. I 
once again was hawking altitude and VSI, with an eye 
on the engine-data page on my multi-function display 
(MFD), looking for the earliest clue the right engine no 
longer was cooperating.

The mainmounts put down with a satisfying thump, 
followed by the nosegear, and then the gradual tug 
of the arresting gear as we were pulled to a stop. The 
flashing lights of emergency vehicles lit up the night 
around us. As the starboard engine was shut down, 
everything went quiet, our lone engine going off-line. 
I popped the canopy; its pneumatic hiss was a happy 
“welcome home” to my ears.

Examination of the engine showed a malfunction-
ing T4B pyrometer, which indicated to the engine it 
was in a constant state of overtemperature. According 

to NATOPS, an engine overtemperature results in the 
flashing of the warning chevrons and the activation of 
the stall-warning legend and aural tone, neither of which 
occurred during the initial stages of our engine failure. 
The overtemp-warning system checked good during the 
INST test of the master-test check during prestart.

Examination of this incident shows several “goods” 
in how it was handled. Most notable was the across-the-
board display of exemplary crew coordination. Internal 
to our own cockpit, we were able to swiftly and accu-
rately evaluate the situation. Actions were executed as 
briefed; single engine on takeoff is a standard emer-
gency brief item for all squadron flights, and there was 
no doubt as to the roles and responsibilities of both 
crew members. The crew of our wing aircraft also pro-
vided ideal support; they were available for assistance 
without interfering, both in airspace and on the radio. 
They provided the perfect level of aid without jumping 
into our cockpit. Finally, the approach controller work-
ing with us that night deserves credit for his handling of 
the situation. He performed his duties with a minimum 
of comm, allowing us to provide information as the situ-
ation in the cockpit allowed. He did not press us time-
wise as we were adjusting gross weight, waiting for the 
“ready” from us, and he did not create a distraction with 
extraneous radio chatter.

This incident, to me, demonstrates the value of 
crew coordination. Though it occasionally seems rote 
in briefs to continually review the same procedures and 
coordination issues, the value of such review is immedi-
ately obvious when the situation arises.  

Lt. Spalding (pilot) and Lt. O’Connor (RIO) fly with VF-213.

VMFA(AW) 27 years 100,000 hours
VP-16 40 years 260,000 hours
VAQ-132 35 years 57,000 hours
HSL-47 5 years 22,000 hours
VP-26 43 years 304,000 hours
VAW-117 28 years 59,000 hours
VAQ-134 25 years 50,000 hours
VAW-115 20 years 42,000 hours
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